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Abstract 
      Due to the crucial role of utilizing interpersonal resources in facilitating the process of written communication and 
establishment of intimate social relations between writers and readers, the present study was designed to explore the effect of 
audience awareness-raising on EFL learners’ use of interpersonal resources in essay writing. For this purpose, 20 EFL learners 
studying at Maravia Institute in Maragheh (placed at upper-intermediate levels of English language proficiency) were chosen on 
the basis of their performance in an Oxford Placement Test (OPT) to participate in the experiment. The participants were 
randomly divided into two groups of experimental and control. Both groups received instruction on writing for seven sessions. 
The given instruction was the same for each group: seven modes of development in essay writing were taught (Narration, 
Description, Example, Classification & Division, Compare & Contrast, Process, and Cause & Effect). Metadiscourse markers 
were also taught implicitly in the examples of each mode. The audience awareness was highlighted in the writing assignments of 
the experimental group by specifying a specific audience for each topic provided, while in the control group this awareness-
raising was missing. Following Hyland’s (2005) typology of metadiscourse, the collected data were analyzed on the basis of each 
groups’ use of metadiscourse markers. The findings revealed that the frequency of metadiscourse resources was different in two 
groups. This indicates that raising audience awareness was influential in metadiscourse use of EFL learners. 
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1. Introduction 
 
     Due to the importance of communication across languages in today’s world, the ability of functioning in a 
foreign language for educational and professional purposes is becoming vital. Since “the academic development 
depends crucially on writing, the members of the academic discourse community are expected to be able to produce 
effective written texts in their field” (Rummel, 2005, p. 8). There are two perspectives in literature related to 
academic discourse. Seen from the first perspective which is a traditional one, writing is an impersonal and faceless 
activity. However, the second perspective considers it as a social engagement which creates the interaction between 
the writer and reader (Hyland, 2005).  
 
      In this regard, written text is increasingly recognized as a form of social interaction, which not only conveys 
information, but also signals an author’s attitude towards content and relates to the audience of the text 
(Widdowson, 2002). Since successful writing is dependent on the writers’ prediction of a shared context, they 
should create a social world to follow their ideas through the use of rhetorical choices (metadiscourse) which let 
them display the “significance”, “originality”, and “plausibility” of their ideas against the views of their readers 
(Hyland, 2005).  
1.1. Metadiscourse definitions 
 
     In discourse literature definitions of metadiscourse have varied. Vande Kopple (1985) defines metadiscourse as 
“discourse about discourse or communication about communication” (p. 83).In another definition Crismore (1983) 
clarifies it as the author’s intrusion into the ongoing discourse which is used by the author to direct rather than to 
inform the reader. Swales (2004) offers a specific definition of metadiscourse as “writing about the evolving text 
rather than referring to the subject matter” (p. 121). The latest definition provided by Hyland (2005) which to put in 
his words:  
Metadiscourse is the cover term for the self-reflective expressions used to negotiate interactional 
meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or speaker) to express a viewpoint and engage with readers 
as members of a particular community. (p. 37) 
     No consensus exists concerning the precise definition of the word among scholars. As a result, it leads 
to some problems in defining this concept mostly due to its fuzzy nature, the distinction between 
metadiscourse and propositional meaning. 
 
1.2. Metadiscourse Taxonomies 
 
     In the area of metadiscourse because of the multiplicity of its meanings, there have been different taxonomies. 
Most of these models follow Halliday’s (1994) conception of metafunctions which distinguishes between the 
ideational elements of a text, its textual and interpersonal functions. Some of the taxonomies of metadiscourse 
include Vande Kopple’s (1985) model, Crismore et al.’s (1993) model, Adel’s (2006) model, and Hyland’s (2005) 
model which was preferred in this study for (a) being recent, simple, clear and inclusive, (b) building on previous 
taxonomies, and (c) lending itself more easily to our purpose. 
1.2.1. Hyland’s Interpersonal Model 
     Hyland’s (2005) model derived from Thompson and Thetela’s (1995) model is based on a functional approach. 
Metadiscourse is seen as the “ways writers refer to the text, the writer or the reader” (p. 38). It admits the 
organizational and evaluative features of interaction by distinction between interactive and interactional (Hyland, 
2001; Hyland & Tse, 2004). It is a comprehensive one because of including stance and engagement features 
(Hyland, 2001). 
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     Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model of metadiscourse recognizes the existence of two dimensions of interaction, 
the first one is the interactive dimension which “allow the writer to manage the information flow to explicitly build 
his or her preferred interpretations” (Hyland & Bondi, 2006, p.180). These resources include the following:  
x Transitions comprise a range of devices, mostly conjunctions, used to mark additive (and, furthermore, 
moreover), contrastive (in contrast, however, but), and consequential steps (thus, therefore, consequently) in the 
discourse, as opposed to the external world. 
x Frame markers signal schematic text structure, and functions to sequence (first, then, next), label (to 
summarize, in sum), predict (I argue here, my purpose is) and to shift arguments or to sequence parts of the text 
(well, right, ok). 
x Endophoric markers are expressions like (refer to the next section, as noted above) that refer to other parts of 
the text. 
x Evidentials illustrate the source of textual information which originates outside the current text (according to). 
x Code glosses supply additional information, by rephrasing, explaining or elaborating what has been said, to 
ensure the reader is able to recover the writer’s intended meaning. 
 
Interactional resources which “focus on the participants of the interaction seek to display the writer’s persona 
and a tenor consistent with the norms of the disciplinary community”. The concern of metadiscourse here is on 
the writer’s efforts to control the level of personality in a text and establish a suitable relationship to his or her 
data, arguments, and audience, marking the degree of intimacy, the expression of attitude, and the extent of 
reader involvement” (Hyland & Bondi, 2006, p.180).They include:  
 
x Hedges are devices such as possible, might and perhaps, which mark the writer’s reluctance to present 
propositional information categorically.  
x Boosters are words such as clearly and obviously which express certainty and emphasize the force of 
propositions.  
x Attitude markers express the writer’s appraisal of propositional information, conveying surprise obligation, 
agreement, importance, and so on and includes attitude verbs (e.g. agree, prefer), sentence adverbs 
(unfortunately, hopefully) and adjectives (appropriate, logical). 
x Engagement markers explicitly address readers, either by selectively focusing their attention or by including 
them as participants in the text through second person pronouns (you, your, inclusive we), imperatives (see, 
note), question forms and asides (Hyland, 2001). 
x Self-mentions: explicitly signal the authorial persona of the scholar(s). They feature self-references and self-
citations. Words like (I, my, mine, exclusive we, our, ours) are in this category. 
      
      Hyland’s (2005) model or theory which is based on  the assumption  that  the rhetorical features of 
metadiscourse can be understood more clearly when  they are  used  or  identified  in  contexts  in  which  they  
occur. Hence, the analyses  of  metadiscourse  have  to  be  conducted  as  part  of  that particular  context  or  as  
part  of  that  particular  community  practices values  and  ideas.  The  functional  theoretical  framework of  
metadiscourse  defines  writers  as  the  conductors  of  interaction with the  readers. 
 
2. The concept of audience 
 
     The audience is of great importance from metadisacoursal perspectives. The relevance lies in the ground that 
metadiscourse is the mediator between writer and reader as the intended audience and facilitates the interaction 
between them. 
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      Seen from such a perspective Hyland (2005, p. 4) states the idea of “audience is something of a contested notion 
in discourse studies, but it is generally admitted” that having a clear sense of who we are writing makes the 
communication effective as well as increases the likelihood of meeting our goals. 
 
     Babin & Harrison (1999) define audience as a term that can refer to a group of real readers to which the 
successful writer must adapt. Seen from another perspective, it is defined as a reader or a group of readers who read 
a particular piece of writing. As a writer, we should anticipate the needs or expectations of our audience in order to 
convey information or argue for a particular claim. 
      
     Furthermore, Ede and Lunsford (1984) make a distinction between “audience- addressed” and “audience 
invoked” which writing to the first one is based on the writer’s analysis of audience’s characteristics, beliefs, and 
attitudes while writing to the second one is dependent on writer’s construction of an ideal image for readers to fit in 
the comprehension process. However, they pointed out that writers also have to consider the rhetorical situation of 
writing carefully due to the shifting role of the audience through the composing process. 
 
      Ede and Lunsford’s (1984) clarification of audience awareness includes both comprehending the audience’s 
“experiences” and “expectations” and also helping readers to fit in the role writers imagined. Since the person to 
whom the writer addresses himself is not present at all, the writer constructs a role for the audience in his 
imagination or the audience adapts himself to the assigned role for him. 
     
          In another view, Rafoth (1985) and Rubin (1984) define audience awareness as the writer’s efforts to engage 
the readers into the process of mutual understanding through “fictionalizing or analyzing” their characteristics.  
 
          A variety of activities for improving the students’ understanding of audience awareness include “audience 
analysis”, “peer editing”, “assignment of a specific audience”, “publication of student work”, and so forth (Phares, 
2002).  In the present study a specific audience has been chosen by the teacher for each topic.  
 
         Regarding the specification of audience in writing, Crowhurst and Piche (1979) analyzed the essays of 240 
sixth graders and tenth graders who were assigned to write for two audiences: teacher and best friend. They found 
that an intended audience affected the syntactic complexity in students’ writing. Greater syntactic complexity was 
found in students’ compositions to teachers. The findings showed that students had the ability to adapt their 
expression styles to different audiences. 
 
 
     The significance of audience has been verified in the previous studies. Since audience is an unclear concept for 
Iranian EFL learners, because of its ignorance in their L1, it seems more difficult for them to consider the audience 
in EFL writing because of the restricted linguistics skills.  Due to the importance of metadiscourse in writing as a 
way of showing interaction with an audience, the necessity in this area is felt. Different from the focus of previous 
empirical studies in ESL/EFL contexts on the effects of audience specification and understanding level of audience 
awareness, the present study aims to investigate the effect of audience awareness-raising on EFL learners’ use of 
interpersonal resources in essay writing. 
  
The research question and the null hypothesis to be addressed in this article are:    
 
RQ: Does raising audience awareness have any significant effect on EFL learners’ use of metadiscourse   
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        markers in essay writing? 
 
H0. Raising audience awareness does not have any significant effect on EFL learners’ use of metadiscourse  
       markers in essay writing. 
 
 
3.  Method 
        
     The present study aimed at exploring the occurrence of metadiscursive features in EFL learners’ essays so as to 
ascertain to what extent they adapted their texts to meet their audiences’ needs. The following is a brief account of 
the method which includes the design, the participants, the materials and the procedure in details. 
 
 3.1. Design 
       
     The present study was based on an experimental design in which two groups of experimental and control were 
involved. At the beginning of the experiment, the participants took a pre-test which was followed by a treatment 
stage. A post-test was administered to see the effectiveness of the treatment. There were two variables, audience-
awareness as an independent variable and metadiscourse markers as dependent variable.                                                      
                                                                                                                                                                                                   
3.2. Participants and Sampling Procedure 
     
     This study was conducted with the participation of 20 upper-intermediate male and female EFL learners studying 
English in Maravia institute in Maragheh. 
 
3.3. Instruments 
 
     As to the purpose of the study, three instruments including Oxford Placement Test, a course book (Patterns, 
Conlin, 1998), and Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model were employed. 
 
3.4. Procedure  
 
     The main subjects of the study were chosen on the basis of their scores on OPT. Based on the results of the pre-
test, they were randomly assigned to one control and one experimental group: namely the audience awareness-
ignored group (the group in which audience awareness was ignored) and audience awareness-raised group (the 
group in which the audience awareness was raised).Then, the experimental group was taught the concept of 
audience in an introductory session.  
      
      Instructions were conducted in seven sessions over seven weeks, both experimental and control group were 
presented with the instruction of Patterns (a short prose reader, Mary Lou Conlin, 1998) in each 50 minutes session. 
The given instruction was the same for each group, seven modes of development in writing were taught: Narration, 
Description, Example, Classification & Division, Compare & Contrast, Process, and Cause & Effect. 
      
     After clarifying each mode and its features on the board, the teacher used the examples of the book. Then, she 
asked the students to underline the key words of that mode and explained the function of the metadiscourse markers 
used in that example. So, metadiscourse resources were taught implicitly in the examples of each mode for two 
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groups. Furthermore, the experimental group was asked to guess the possible audiences of each example in the 
process of reading. The teacher used this strategy to check their comprehension about audience.  
      
      In addition, the audience awareness was raised in the experimental group by posing some questions about 
audience as well as specifying a specific audience for each topic, while in control group this awareness raising was 
missing. The questions are as the following: 
 
1. Who is going to read this piece of writing? 
2. What does my audience (know, not know) about my topic? 
3. What background information about my topic will my audience need to know? 
4. What will my audience find interesting? 
5. What is the main point I want my audience to understand? 
6. How can I best get my audience to understand my point? (Ruetten, 1997).  
                                                                                             
     Both groups were given topics about each mode of development every session. The topics were the same for both 
experimental and control group. The only difference was that each topic had its own audience in the experimental 
group.  
 
4. Results 
      
With regard to the following research question and hypothesis of the study, and in order to determine the 
metadiscourse use between experimental and control groups, an independent t-test was performed. The results of the 
t-test shows that the T observed =6.444 for metadiscourse with df (18) at P ≤ 0.05 level (two-tailed significance) is 
greater than T critical =2.101. Hence, the assumption that raising audience awareness doesn’t have any effect on EFL 
learners’ use of metadiscourse markers in essay writing is rejected. Therefore, there is a significant difference 
between the two groups and it shows that the experimental group outperformed the control group in the use of 
metadiscourse. The results are presented in Table 4.1. 
 
Table 4.1. Independent Samples Test 
 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
 F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error
Difference 
Metadiscourse Equal Variances 
Assumed 
.016 .900 6.444 18 .000 391.75270 60.79500 
Equal Variances 
not Assumed   
6.444 17.443 .000 391.75270 60.79500 
     Since Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model is composed of interactive and interactional resources; I attempted to 
compare the result of frequency analysis of these two categories used by the experimental and control groups, too. 
The results of the independent T-test shows that T observed = 3.756 for interactive metadiscourse with df (18) at 
P≤0.05 level (two-tailed significance) is greater than T critical= 2.101. Therefore, we can conclude that there is a 
significant difference between the scores of the two groups and audience awareness has been influential. The results 
are shown in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2. Independent Samples Test 
 
Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
Interactive Equal Variances 
Assumed 
.000 1.000 3.756 18 .001 164.74300 43.86479 
Equal Variances 
not Assumed   
3.756 17.863 .001 164.74300 43.86479 
 
     Moreover, the comparison of interactional metadiscourse in control and experimental groups was done. The 
results of the T-Test shows that T observed = 4.703 with df (18) at P ≤ 0.05 level (two-tailed significance) is greater 
than T critical=2.101. It can be concluded that the difference between two groups is great and this shows that 
audience awareness has been influential in the use of interactional metadiscourse, too. The results are displayed in 
Table 4.3. 
 
Table 4.3. Independent Samples Test 
 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
Interactional Equal Variances 
Assumed 
.004 .953 4.703 18 .000 227.00970 48.26772 
Equal Variances 
not Assumed   
4.703 17.921 .000 227.00970 48.26772 
 
    What is more, the comparison of table 4.2 with table 4.3 represents that interactional metadiscourse with T  
observed= 4.703 is used more than interactive metadiscourse with T observed= 3.703. 
 
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
      
     With regard to the results of the statistical analysis used in this experiment, the idea of effectiveness of raising 
audience awareness on metadiscourse use was supported. The results of t-test analysis and the value of t-observed 
are high enough to claim that the null hypothesis has been rejected. In this line, this study is parallel to the findings 
of Crowhurst & Piche (1979).                                               
      
      According to their findings students made use of greater syntactic patterns when they know who their audience 
is. This idea is supported by them who declare that specifying the audience of a text before the process of writing 
creates this opportunity for the students to consider the needs and expectations of that audience in the process of 
writing and therefore discuss their ideas in a way that facilitate the interaction between them. Clearly, employing 
more metadiscourse markers by the experimental group in this study revealed this important point. (See examples 1- 
6) adopted from the participants’ essays. 
 
1.….Maybe they were praying God because of this beauty. I watched this view for a long time and then left the  
          ↓                                                                                   ↓                                                         ↓     ↓                                  
 metadiscourse                                                           metadiscourse                                          metadiscourse 
                                                                                   
park…(Description, Audience) 
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2. My favorite place to relax is a small park down the street from where I live….. (Description, Non-audience)  
      ↓                                                                                                           ↓                       
 metadiscourse                                                                                   metadiscourse 
 
3. Now people make use of different transportation systems such as air planes, trains… 
       ↓                                                                                            ↓                                                                                            
 metadiscourse                                                                   metadiscourse                                                        
 
 4. We can classify houses according to their appearance… (Classification & Division, Audience) 
      ↓              ↓                             ↓ 
   metadiscourse                     metadiscourse 
 
5.  I arrived and started to look at that beautiful view of the park… (Description, Audience) 
     ↓               ↓                       ↓ 
  metadiscourse             metadiscourse 
 
6. But people usually prefer to have safer rather than enjoyable journey (Compare & Contrast, Audience) 
     ↓                     ↓         ↓ 
metadiscourse      metadiscourse 
 
     In addition to the discussed issues, comparing interactive resources with interactional ones revealed superiority of 
interactional ones over interactive ones. This superiority can be attributed to a large extent to the learners’ sensitivity 
toward clarifying their ideas. It means that clarification of their own ideas for making a dialogic text is of great 
importance to them. Generally speaking, this result allowed us to infer that Iranian EFL learners tend to create 
interaction in their texts by commenting on their own ideas. It can be associated to social and cultural factors which 
are beyond this research. (See examples 6-16) 
 
6...consequently sunrays enter the earth without protection (Cause & Effect, Non-audience) 
             ↓ 
         interactive 
   
7. Air pollution increases and leads to serious problems… (Cause & Effect, Audience) 
                              ↓          ↓           ↓ 
             interactional interactive interactive 
 
8. Finally, instead of using paper for more cases, we can send e-mail, message, and….(Audience, Example  
      ↓                             ↓                                          ↓                                              ↓ 
interactive             interactional                         interactive                             interactive 
 
9. It is almost an old house with a big yard…. (Description, Audience) 
                ↓ 
        interactional 
 
10. Asthma often caused by air pollution. (Cause & Effect, Non-audience) 
                      ↓ 
                Interactional 
 
11. … I think it is better to write in a small piece of paper… (Example, Non-audience) 
           ↓    ↓ 
        interactional 
 
 
12. …I know a wonderful place in our country…. (Description, Audience) 
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         ↓    ↓                                      ↓ 
       interactional                     interactional 
 
13. … We must consider this point that we can produce paper…. (Example, Audience) 
             ↓    ↓         ↓                             ↓ 
           interactional                       interactional 
 
14. We saw a small village near river… (Description, Audience) 
        ↓ 
     Interactive 
 
15. …but I disagreed with her… (Narration, Audience)  
            ↓     ↓       ↓ 
 interactive  interactional 
 
16. …. Unfortunately things rarely go forward as we have predicted.. (Narration, Audience)  
                     ↓                                   ↓                    ↓ 
         interactional                  interactional       interactional            
 
     In general, the results of the study lead to the conclusion that metadiscourse use increases with the learners’ 
awareness of their audiences’ needs and this facilitates the interaction between them. The use of more metadiscourse 
markers in the audience awareness-raised group confirmed the alternative hypothesis. 
 
      However, we can’t claim that the discussed results and ideas in this paper can be attributed to all other contexts 
with different cultures and norms of epistemology. 
 
     It seems that more studies are needed in this regard to illuminate more points related to these issues. Since we 
know that the way academics deal with writing process is totally neither individual nor it is completely social; rather 
it is the product of both of these factors which are in interact always. 
 
     In sum, this study leads us to infer that in Iranian context audience awareness influence the academics’ smooth 
writing. In the light of the arguments raised here, the answer to the research question of the study made clear that 
raising audience awareness is influential in EFL learners’ use of metadiscourse markers. 
 
    The findings of this study also have certain implications for both teachers sand syllabus designers. It demands 
foreign language teachers to make learners’ explicitly aware of their audiences’ needs and expectations. By doing 
this, they will enhance interactivity in their texts to meet their audiences’ needs and as a result they will not consider 
the teacher as the only reader. Syllabus designers can incorporate various kinds of tasks in their syllabuses to 
challenge the learners’ minds about their potential readers. 
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